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TABLE A-3

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE MATCHED PAIRS IN THE COMPARISON OF DEFAULTING
MORTGAGORS REFERRED TO COUNSELING VERSUS DEFAULTING MORTGAGORS NOT

REFERRED TO COUNSELING

( COMPARISON A)

CHARACTERISTICS

MORTGAGORS

NOT REFERRED
TO COUNSELING

MORTGAGORS

RE FERRED

TO COUNSELING

ANNUAL TOTAL HOUSEHOLD INCOME (MEAN)

ANNUAL PER CAPITA HOUSEHOLD INCOME (MEAN)

H0uSEH0LD SrZE (MEAN)

NUMBER OF PAYMENTS PAST DUE AT TIME OF REFERRAL
BY MORTGAGEE (MEAN)

FHA ENDORSEMENT FOR MORTGAGE INSURANCE IMEAN DATE)
MORTGAGE AMOUNT IMEAN)

MINORITY STATUS:
NOT REPORTED
MINORITY
NON.MI NOR ITY

STRUCTURE OF HOUSEHOLD :

NOT REPORTED

HUSBAND-WI FE

FEMALE HEAD WITHOUT HUSBAND PRESENT
OTHER

METROPOLITAN AREA:
ATLANTA
MI LWAUKEE
OKLAHOMA CITY
t,{ASH INGTON

$
$

6,803
I ,490

5.0

$ 6,603
$ 1,520

4.8

2.8
AUG 1971

$ tz,too

2.5
MAY I 971

$ lo,goo

32%

33
35

24%
41
35

2%

72
i'.4
I

32%

9
4B
il

3%

66
29

2

32%
9

48
il
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TABLE A-4

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE MATCHED PAIRS IN THE COMPARISON OF DEFAULTING
MORTGAGORS COUNSELED VERSUS DEFAUI.TING MORTGAGORS NOT REFERRED TO

COUNSEL I NG

(COMPARISON B

CHARACTERI ST I CS

MORTGAGORS
NIOT REFERRED.TO 

COUNSELING
MORTGAGORS

COUNS ELED

ANNUAL TOTAL HOUSEHOLD INCOME (MEAN)
ANNUAL PER CAPITA HOUSEHOLD INCOME (MEAN)
HousEHoLD SrZE (MEAN)

NUMBER OF PAYMENTS PAST DUE AT TIME OF

REFERRAL BY MORTGAGEE (MEAN)
FHA ENDORSEMENT FOR MORTGAGE INSURANCE

(MEAN DATE)

MORTGAGE AMOUNT (MEAN)

MINORITY STATUS:
NOT REPORTED
MINOR I TY
NON-MI NORITY

STRUCTURE OF HOUSEHOLD:

NOT REPORTED

HUSBAND.WI FE

FEMALE HEAD I,JITHOUT HUSBAND PRESENT

OTHER

METROPOLITAN AREA:
ATLANTA
MI LWAUKEE

OKLAHOMA CITY
I^IASH I NGTON

$ 7,030
$ 'l 

,4gg
5.3

2.7

SEP I97I
$ rz,2oo

$ 6,Bl6
$ l,+eg

5.1

2.6

JUN I 97I

$ l7,soo

I

30%
40%
30

4%

70
Z6

I

27%
l0
48
l5

22%
47%
3l

4%

67
27

2

27%
l0
48
l5
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TABLE A-5

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE MATCHED PAIRS IN THE COMPARISON OF DEFAULTING
MORTGAGORS NOT REFERRED TO COUNSELING VERSUS DEFAULTING MORTGAGORS

REFERRED TO COUNSELING BUT I^IHOM THE AGENCY COULD NOT CONTACT

COMPARISON C

CHARACTERI STICS

MORTGAGORS

NOT REFERRED
TO COUNSELING

MORTGAGORS

NOT

CONTACTED

ANNUAL TOTAL HOUSEHOLD INCOME (MEAN)

ANNUAL PER CAPITA HOUSEHOLD INCOME (MEAN)

HousEHoLD SrZE (MEAN)

NUMBER OF PAYMENTS PAST DUE AT TIME OF

REFERRAL BY MORTGAGEE (MEAN)

FHA ENDORSEMENT FOR MORTGAGE INSURANCE
(MEAN DATE)

MORTGAGE AMOUNT (MEAN)

MINORITY STATUS:
NOT REPORTED

MiNORITY
NON-MI NORITY

STRUCTURE OF HOUSEHOLD:

NOT REPORTED
HUSBAND.W I FE

FEMALE HEAD WITHOUT HUSBAND PRESENT
OTHER

METROPOLITAN AREA:
ATLANTA
MI LWAUKEE

OKLAHOMA CITY
WASH i NGTON

47%
21

32

32%

32
37

$ 5,ooo
$ 1,670

3.7

2.8

MAR I971

$ to,ooo

2.3

MAR I 97I

$ lo,loo

$

$

5 ,543
I,65.l

3.6

0%

74
26

0

63%
5

32
0

5%

5B
37

0

63%
5

32
0
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TAt]LE A-6

CHARACTERISTICS OF TIIE MATCHED PAIRS IN THE COMPARISON OF DEFAULTING
MORTGAGORS COUNSELED VERSUS DEFAULTING MORTGAGORS REFERRED TO

COUNSELING BUT t^lHOM THE AGENCY COULD NOT CONTACT

(COMPARrSON D)

CHARACTER IST ICS
MORTGAGORS

COUNSELED

MORTGAGORS

NOT CONTACTED

ANNUAL TOTAL HOUSEHOLD INCOME (MEAN)

ANNUAL PER CAPITA HOUSEHOLD INCOME (MEAN)
H0USEH0LD SrZE (MEAN)

NUMBER OF PAYMENTS PAST DUE AT TIME OF

REFERRAL BY MORTGAGEE (MEAN)
FHA ENDORSEMENT FOR MORTGAGE INSURANCE

(Nrnru DATE)

MORTGAGE AMOUNT (MEAN)

MINORITY STATUS:
NOT REPORTED
MINORITY
NON-MI NORITY

STRUCTURE OF HOUSEHOLD:

NOT REPORTED

HUSBAND-t^JI FE

FEMALE HEAD WITHOUT HUSBAND PRESENT
OTHER

METROPOLITAN AREA:
ATLANTA
MI Lt^,AUKEE

OKLAHOMA CITY
WASH I NGTON

$ 6,023
$ I,281

5.2

$ 5,773
$ .l,26.I

5..|
I

2.4

MAY I97I
$ ls,goo

2.2

FEB I 97I

$ t4,3oo

33%
44
22

0%

50
50

0

21%
68
il

0

22%
44
33

11%
33
56

0

21%
6B
il

0
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TABLE A-7

CHARACTERISTICS OF THE MATCHED PAIRS iN THE COMPARISON OF DEFAULTING
MORTGAGORS NOT REFERRED TO COUNSELING VERSUS DEFAIILTING MORTGAGORS

REFERRED BUT I,.JHO REFUSED COUNSELING

(COMPARrSON E)

CHARACTERISTICS

MORTGAGORS

NOT REFERRED
TO COUNSELING

MORTGAGORS

I^JHO REFUSED

COUNSEL I NG

ANNUAL TOTAL HOUSEHOLD INCOME (MEAN

ANNUAL PER CAPITA HOUSEHOLD INCOME
H0USEH0LD SrZE (MEAN)

)
( MEAN )

$
$

6,886
I,535

5.1

$ 6,544
$ I ,458

5.1

1.7

JUN I 97I

$ r 4,goo

NUMBER OF PAYMENTS PAST DUE AT TIME OF

REFERRAL BY MoRTGAorr (urnn)
FHA ENDORSEMENT FOR MORTGAGE INSURANCE

(MEAN onrE)

MORTGAGE AMOUNT 1NTNru)

MINORITY STATUS:
NOT REPORTED
MINORITY
NON-MINORITY

STRUCTURE OF HOUSEHOLD:

NOT REPORTED
HUSBAND-!,JI FE

FEMALE HEAD WITHOUT HUSBAND PRESENT

OTHER

METROPOLITAN AREA:
ATLANTA
MI LI^IAUKEE

OKLAHOMA CITY
l^JASH I NGTON

0%

83
17

0

0%

58
42

0

29%
7

57
7

2.5

MAR I 97I

$ r7,roo

33%
17
50

29%
7

57
7

33%
25
42
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I ABLt A-rl

CHARACTERISTICS OF T}IE MATCIII-D P/\II{S IN THE COMPARISON OF DEIIAULTING
I4ORTGAGORS COUNSELED VERSUS DEFAULTING MORTGAGORS REFERRED BUT I^JHO

REFUSED COUNSELING

COMPARISON F)(

CHARACTERISTICS
MORTGAGORS

COUNSEI- E D

MORTGAGORS

I,'IHO REFUSED

COUNSEL I NG

ANNUAL TOTAL HOUSEHOLD INCOME (MEAN)

ANNUAL PER CAPITA HOUSEHOLD INCOME (MEAN)

H0USEHOLD SrZE (MEAN)
NUMBER OF PAYMENTS PAST DUE AT TIME OF REFERRAL

BY MORTGAGEE (MEAN)

FHA ENDORSEMENT FOR MORTGAGE INSURANCE (MEAN DATE)

MORTGAGE AMOUNT (MEAN)

IVIINORITY STATUS:
NOT REPORTED

MI NORITY
NON-MI NORITY

STRUCTURE OF HOUSEHOLD:
NOT REPORTED

HUSBAND-tdI FE

FEMALE HEAD WI,THOUT HUSBAND PRESENT
OTHER

METROPOLITAN AREA:
ATLANTA
MI LI^JAUKEE

OKLAHOMA CITY
I^IASH I NGTON

8,230
I ,6.15

5.5

$

$

2.2
APR I 97I

$ l8,600

$ 8,403
$ 'I,565

5.8

2.3
MAR I 97I

$ I 7,300

23%
46
3t

15%
46
l5
23

25%
33
42

15%
62
23

0

0%

83
17

0

15%
46
t5
23
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Section 3

Tab'le A-9: Characteristics 0f Mortgagors Not Referred To
Counsel i ng

Table A-.l0: Characteristics 0f Mortgagors Referred To Counseling

Table A-l I Characteristics 0f Mortgagors I,Jho Were Counseled

Tabl e A-l 2 Characteristics 0f Mortgagors Referred To Counse'ling
But Whom The Agency Could Not Contact

Table A-.l3: Characteristics 0f Mortgagors Who Refused Counseling



TABLE A.9

CHARACTERISTICS OF MORTGAGORS

NOT REFERRED TO COUNSELING

CHARACTERISTICS

ALL SUCH
MORTGAGORS

SAMPLED

MORTGAGORS

INCLUDED iN
COMPARISON A

MORTGAGORS

INCLUDED IN
COMPARISON B

MORTGAGORS

INCLUDED IN
COMPARISON C

MORTGAGORS

INCLUDED IN
COMPARISON E

ANNUAL TOTAL HOUSEHOLD INCOME (MEAN

ANNUAL PER CAPITA HOUSEHOLD INCOME
HousEHOLD SrZE (MEAN)

MEAN )

NUMBER OF PAYMENTS PAST DUE AT TIME OF

REFERRAL BY MORTGAGEE (MEAN)
FHA ENDORSEMENT FOR MORTGAGE INSURANCE

(MEAN DATE)
MORTGAGE AMOUNT (MEAN)

MINORITY STATUS:
NOT REPORTED

M I NOR ITY
NON-MI NORITY

STRUCTURE OF HOUSEHOLD:
NOT REPORTED

HUSBAND-WI FE

FEMALE HEAD I^lITHOUT HUSBAND PRESENT

OTHER

METROPOLITAN AREA:
ATLANTA
MILWAUKEE

OKLAHOMA CITY
WASH I NGTON

32%

33
35

30%
40
30

33rJ
17
50

$

$

3.0

AUG I 97I
$ l7,too

$ 6,803
$ l,4go

5.0

2.8

AUG I 97I
$ 17,loo

2.7

SEP I 97I
$ lz,zoo

2.8

MAR I 97I

$ 16,600

$ 6,886
$ .I,535

5.1

2.5

MAR I 97I
$ l7,l0o

7

I
02
69
4.

5
7
6

23%
33
44

$

$

7,030
I ,439

5.3

$

$

5,666
I,670

3.7

2%

73
23

2

35%
8

5l
6

2%

72
24

I

4%

7U
26
I

27%
t0
48
l5

47%
21

32

0%

74
26

0

63%

5

0)z

83
17

U

32%

9

il

29%

7

57
7

48 32
0

Nt



CHARACTERISTICS

TABLE A.I O

CHARACTERiSTICS OF MORTGAGORS

REFERRED TO COUNSELING

ALL SUCH

MORTGAGORS

SAMPLED

MORTGAGORS

INCLUDED IN
COMPARISON A

ANNUAL TOTAL HOUSEHOLD INCOME (MEAN

ANNUAL PER CAPITA HOUSEHOLD INCOME

H0USEH0LD SrZE (MEAN)

)
( MEAN )

$

$

2.5

JUN I 97I
$ t7,too

$ 6,603
$ 1,520

4.8

CE
L..)

MAY I97I
$ I o,goo

7 ,347.l,585

5..I
NUMBER OF PAYMENTS PAST DUE AT TIME OF

REFERRAL BY MORTGAGEE (MEAN)
FHA ENDORSEMENT FOR MORTGAGE INSURANCE

(MEAN DATE)
MORTGAGE AMOUNT (MEAN)

MINORITY STATUS:
NOT REPORTED

MI NORITY
NON.MINORITY

STRUCTURE OF HOUSEHOLD:
NOT REPORTED

HUSBAND.t^lI FE
FEMALE HEAD I^lITHOUT HUSBAND PRESENT
OTHER

METROPOLITAN AREA:
ATLANTA
MI LWAUKEE

OKLAHOMA CITY
WASH INGTON

28%
39
33

24%
4l
35

5%

60
35

I

3%

66
29

2

21%
36
26
IB

32%
9

48
il

.'^j



TABLE A.1 I

CHARACTERISTICS OF MORTGAGORS

I^JHO WERE COUNSELED

CHARACTER ISTI CS

ALL SUCH

MORTGAGORS

SAMPLED

MORTGAGORS

INCLUDED IN
COMPARISON B

MORTGAGORS

INCLUDED IN
COMPARISON D

IqORTGAGORS

]NCLUDED IN
COMPARISON F

ANNUAL TOTAL HOUSEHOLD INCOME (MEAN)

ANNUAL PER CAPITA HOUSEHOLD INCOME (MEAN)

H0USEH0LD SrZE (MEAN)

NUMBER OF PAYMENTS PAST DUE AT TIME OF
REFERRAL BY MORTGAGEE ( MEAN)

FHA ENDORSEMENT FOR MORTGAGE INSURANCE
(MEAN DATE)

MORTGAGE AMOUNT (MEAN)

MINORITY STATUS:
NOT REPORTED

MINORiTY
NON-MINORITY

STRUCTURE OF HOUSEHOLD:
NOT REPORTED

HUSBAND.I^l I FE

FEMALE HEAD hlITHOUT HUSBAND PRESENT
OTHER

METROPOLITAN AREA:
ATLANTA
MILWAUKEE
OKLAHOMA CITY
WASH i NGTON

$ o,8l o

$ .I,469

5.1

$ 6,023
$ I ,28.|

5.2

$

$

JUN I 97I

$ 1 7,400

2.6

JUN I 97I

$ I 7,500

2.4

MAY I97I
$ '1 5 ,9oo

$ g,2so

$ I,6.15
5.5

2.2

APR I 97I

$ 
.l8,600

7,6]0
I,58.|

5.2

2.5

29%
4t
30

22%
47
3'l

33%
44
22

23%

46
3l

5%

59
34

2

4%

67
27

2

27%
t0
48
l5

0%

50
50

0

15%
62
23

0

17%

32
26
25

21%
68
ll

0

15%
46
l5
23

(''l
+



TABLE A-I2
CHARACTERISTIC OF MORTGAGORS

REFERRED TO COUNSELING BUT l,lHOM THE AGENCY COULD NOT CONTACT

CHARACTER I STI CS

ALL SUCH

MORTGAGORS

SAMPLED

MORTGAGORS

INCLUDED IN
COMPARISON C

MORTGAGORS

INCLUDED IN
COMPARISON D

ANNUAL TOTAL HOUSEHOLD INCOME (MEAN)
ANNUAL PER CAPITA HOUSEHOLD INCOME (MEAN)
H0usEH0LD SrZE (MEAN)
NUMtsER OF PAYMENTS PAST DUE AT TIME OF

REFERRAL BY MORTGAGTE (MEAN)
FHA ENDORSEMENT FOR MORTGAGE INSURANCE

(MEAN DATE)

MORTGAGE AMOUNT (MEAN)

MINORITY STATUS:
NOT REPORTED

MI NORITY
NON-MINORITY

STRUCTURE OF HOUSEHOLD:

NOT REPORTED
HUSBAND-1,'lI FE
FEMALE HEAD t^lITHOUT HUSBAND PRESENT
OTHER

METROPOLITAN AREA:
ATLANTA
M I LWAU KEE

OKLAHOMA CITY
WASH i NGTON

3?%
l6
5l

2

21%
68
ll

0

$ 6,251
$ I ,563

4.7

2.4

MAR I97I
$ ts,goo

$ 5,543
$ I ,65.I

3.6

2.3

MAR I 97I

$ to,too

2.2

FEB 't971

$ lq,goo

$ 5,
$ r,

773
261
5.1

26%

39
35

32%
32
37

22%
44
33

11%
33
56

0

5%

47
47

0

5%

58
37

0

63%
5

32
0

cn



TABLE A.I 3

CHARACTERISTICS OF MORTGAGORS

I^IHO REFUSED COUNSELING

CHARACTER I STi CS

ALL SUCH

MORTGAGORS

SAMPLED

MORTGAGORS

INCLUDED ]N
COMPARISON E

MORTGAGORS

INCLUDED IN
COMPARiSON F

ANNUAL TOTAL HOUSEHOLD INCOME (MEAN

ANNUAL PER CAPITA HOUSEHOLD INCOME

H0USEH0LD SrZE (MEAN)

)
( MEAN )

$ 8,
$ I,

2.4

JUN I97I
$ I 7,soo

$ 6,544
$ I ,458

5.1

1.7

JUN I 97I

$ l+,goo

2,3

MAR I97I
$ I z,:oo

030
639
5.3

40
56
5.

8
I

)
$

3
5

8
NUMBER OF PAYMENTS PAST DUE AT TIME OF

REFERRAL BY MORTGAGEE IMEAN)
FHA ENDORSEMENT FOR MORTGAGE INSURANCE

(uEnn DATE)

MORTGAGE AMOUNT (MEAN)

MINORITY STATUS:
NOT REPORTED

MINORITY
NON.MINORITY

STRUCTURE OF HOUSEHOLD:

NOT REPORTED

HUSBAND-l^lI FE

FEMALE HEAD WITHOUT HUSBAND PRESENT

OTHER

METROPOLITAN AREA:
ATLANTA
MILI,JAUKEE
OKLAHOMA CITY
I^JASH INGTON

28%
4t
22

9

15%
46
t5
23

28%
3t
4t

0%

78
22

0

33%
25
42

0%

58
42

0

0%

83
17

0

25%

33
42

29%
7

57
7

(,
Ol{
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Sect'ion 4

Table A-.l4: Current Mortgage Status 0f A11 Persgns In Sample



Table A-l 4

Current Mortgage Status of All Persons In Sample

Percent
Current

5t

47

52

Percent Better
Off Now Than When

Ini tial ly Reported

48

68

73

62

6t

Percent
Forecl osed

37

l8

l5

23

r9

Percent Worse
Off Now Than When
Initial ly Reported

26

2

Defaul ting Mortgagors

Not Referred to Counse'ling

Defaulting Mortgagors Referred

To Counsel ing

Defaul ting Mortgagors Counseled

Defaul ting Mortgagors Referred

but I'lot Contacted by Agency

Default'ing Mortgagors Who

Refused Counsel i ng

48

24

20

32

54

30

I Mortgagors now current plus mortgagors still definquent but fewer payments behind than when they were first
reported to HUD.

Mortgagors now foreclosed plus mortgagors more payments beh'ind than when they were first reported to HUD.

(,

2

t

t



ra

)

Table A-15:

Table A-I6:

Tabte A-l 7:

Table A-18:

Section 5

Characteristics 0f All Persons In Atlanta Who Were
Not Referred To Counseling Versus All Persons In
Atlanta Who Were Referred

Characteristics 0f AlI Persons In Milwaukee l.lho Were
Not Refemed To Counseling Versus All Persons In
Milwaukee Who Were Referred

Characteristics 0f Al'l Persons In Oklahoma City Who
Were Not Referred To Counseling Versus All Persons In
Oklahoma City hlho Here Referred

Characteristics 0f All Persons In tlashington tlho Were
Not Referred To Counseling Versus All Persons In
Washington Who Were Referred

59
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TABLE A-'I5

CHARACTERISTICS OF At"L MORTGAGORS IIT ATLANTA t^lHO WERE NOT REFERRED
TO COUNSELING VERSUS ALL MORTGAGORS IN ATLANTA I,JHO WERE REFERRET)

CHARACTERISTICS

MORTGAGORS

NOT REFERRED
TO COUNSELING

MORTGAGORS

REFERRED
TO COUNSELING

-
ANNUAL TorAL HousEHoLD ImcoNr (NEnn)
ANNUAL PER CAPITA HOUSEHOLD INCOME (MEAN)

HousEHoLD SrZE (MEAN)

NUMBER OF PAYMENTS PAST DUE AT TIME OF REFERRAL
BY MORTGAGEE (MEAN)

(MEAN DATE)

MORTGAGE AMOUNT (MEAN)

MINORITY STATUS:

NOT REPORTED
MINORITY
NON.MI NORITY

STRUCTURE OF HOUSEHOLD:

NOT REPORTED

HUSBAND-t^lIFE
FEMALE HEAD WITHOUT HUSBAND PRESENT
OTHER

$ 6,750
1,629

4.7

$

2.32.6

6,216
1,602

4.4

MAY I97I
$ I 7,000

MAR I97I
$ t7,loo

22%
54
24

1%

62
33

3

22%
5l
27

3%

6l
34

2
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TABLE P..I6

CHARACTERISTICS OF ALL MORIGAGORS IN MILWAUKEE I,JHO WERE NOT REFERREI.)
TO COUNSELING VERSUS ALL MORTGAGOFS IN MILWAUKEE tdHO t^JERE REFERRED

CHARACTERISTICS

MORTGAGORS

NOT REFERRED
TO COUNSELING

MORTGAGORS

REFERRED

TO COUNSELING

-
ANNUAL TOTAL HOUSEHOLD INCOME (MEAN)

ANNUAL PER CAPITA HOUSEHOLD INCOME (MEAN)

, HoUSEH0LD SIZE (MEAN)

NUMBER OF PAYMENTS PAST DUE AT TIME OF REFERRAL
BY MORTGAGEE (MEAN)

FHA ENDORSEMENT FOR MORTGAGE INSURANCE
(MEAN DATE)

MORTGAGE AMOUNT (MEAN)

MINORITY STATUS:

NOT REPORTED

MINORITY
NON.MI NORITY

STRUCTURE OF HOUSEHOLD:

NOT REPORTED

HUSBAND-l^IIFE
FEMALE HEAD WITHOUT HUSBAND PRESENT
OTHER

6,
I,

$

SEP I 97I

$ l o,4oo

$ 8,009
1 ,479

5.6

2.6

SEP I 97I

$ lo,zoo

899
449
5.2

4.7

30%
55
l5

5%

55
40

0

/o23
40
37

5%

52
43

0

a
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TABLE A.I 7

CHARACTERISTICS OF ALL MORTGAGORS IN OKLAHOMA CITY hlHO WERE NOT REFERRED
TO COUNSELING VERSUS ALL MORTGAGO;IS IN OKLAHOMA CITY I,rlHO WERE REFERRED

MORTGAGORS

NOT REFERRED
TO COUNSELING

MORTGAGORS

REFERRED
TO COUNSELING

ANNUAL TOTAL HOUSEHOLD INCOME (MEAN

ANNUAL PER CAPITA HOUSEHOLD INCOME
HousEHoLD SrZE (MEAN)

)
( MEAN )

$ 6,790
1,812

4.2

3..|

JAN I 972

$ I 7,zoo

6,740
I,663

4.4

$

NUMBER OF PAYMENTS PAST DUE AT TIME OF REFERRAL
BY MORTGAGEE (MEAN)

FHA ENDORSEMENT FOR MORTGAGE INSURANCE
(MEAN DATE)

MORTGAGE AMOUNT (MEAN)

MINORITY STATUS:

NOT REPORTED
MINORITY
NON.MINORITY

STRUCTURE OF HOUSEHOLD:

NOT REPORTED

HUSBAND-t,.II FE

FEMALE HEAD t,lITHOUT HUSBAND PRESENT
OTHER

?.5

AUG I 97I

$ I 6,zoo

19%
l5
67

20%
24
55

2%

84
l4

I

3%

84
t4

0

D
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TABLE A IB

CHARACTERISTICS OF ALL MORTGAGORS Iii WASHINGTON l^lHO WERE NOT REFERRED
TO COUNSELING VERSUS ALL MORTGAGORS IN hIASHINGTON [^JHO WERE REFERRED

.l

MORTGAGORS

NOT REFERRED
TO COUNSELING

MORTGAGORS

REFERRED

TO COUNSELING

ANNUAL TOTAL HOUSEHOLD INCOME (MEAN)

AI\NUAL PER CAPITA HOUSEHOLD INCOME (MEAN)

H0USEH0LD SrZE (MEAN)

NUMBER OF PAYMENTS PAST DUE AT TIME OF REFERRAL
BY MORTGAGEE (MEAN)

FHA ENDORSEMENT FOR MORTGAGE INSURANCE
(MEAN DATE)

MORTGAGE AMOUNT (MEAN)

MINORITY STATUS:

NOT REPORTED
MINORITY
NON.MI NORITY

STRUCTURE OF HOUSEHOLD:

NOT REPORTED
HUSBAND.t,\l I FE

FEMALE HEAD WITHOUT HUSBAND PRESENT
OTHER

3.3

ocT 1970

$ l8,zoo

$ 8,.l90
1 ,667

5.8

2.8

ocT I 970

$ lB,loo

$ lo,5lo
1,470

6.6

63%
38

0

69
25

0

6%

55%
43

?

8%

39
49

4

.l
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Section 6

The methodology selected for this study 'involved using matched

pairs, so that a definitive statement could be made as to the effect

of counseling. As a check on this procedure an ordinary least squares

regression was run. It was hypothesized that if counseling in fact is

significant in reducing foreclosure,'in a regression predicting

foreclosure, the coefficient bf counseling would be negat'ive, with a

significant "t" statistic. This was in fact the case as shown in

Table A-.I9.

0n the basis of the regression shown in Table A-19 and other re-

gressions run, the following conclusions were reached:

* Equations predicting foreclosure had twice the

explanatory power (i.e., had double the .2) u,

equations predicting whether or not a person

previously in default was current.

* Counseling is significant in reducing foreclosure

whereas annual income and mortgage value are not.

Th'is suggests, pending further analysis, that counseling

is preferable to an increment of direct cash assistance

in lieu of counseling or to increased subsidy payments.

* Per capita income, the variable used in constructing the

matched pairs, was significant whereas when annual 'income

or stratified annual income and family size were subst'ituted

for per capita income, only family size was significant.

This increases confidence in the validity of the matched pairs,

where per capita income was used.
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TABI E A-I9

Regression Sunmary Table

Dependent Variable: Foreclosure (t = foreclosed, 0 = not foreclosed)

Independent Variable

Being 1 or 2 Months in Default
When Referred

Being 3 Months in Default When
Referred

Li v'ing i n Okl ahoma Ci ty

Living in Milwaukee

Living in Atlanta

Referred to Counseling

Per Capita Income

Female Headed Household

Unknown or Male Headed Household

Mortgage Val ue

l4ortgagor Race Unknown

Home Purchased After 1969

Minority Mortgagor

Extent of Defaul t When Refered
Unknown

Cons tant

"2 
= .2515

- .5405

- .3223

.31 66

.177 6

..l 439

- .0861

.0353

- .051 2

- .0879

.0022

.0490

.0579

.0261

.0212

.3600

Standard
Error

.0656

.0705

.0648

.0656

.0429

.0220

.0433

.0948

.0024

.0539

.0725

.0495

.1420

.1244

- 4.914

4.490

2.740

2.194

- 2.008

1 .599

- 1.182

- .927

.920

.910

.799

.528

.149

2.895

tB

t

(l

.0675 - 8.012
a

For independent variables where t>.l.28 (alternatively t(-.l.28), one can
be confident at the 90% level that the coefficient ("8") shown is greater
than zero (alternatively: less than zero). Similarly t>.l.64 indicates a
confidence level of 95%; t>2.33 indicates a confidence level of 99%.



* Increased per capita inconre increases the Iikelihood

of foreclosure. It is suspected that this is due to

the fact that increased family size reduces the likelihood

of foreclosure, although neither phenomenon can be

expl a'ined.

In calculating the regression displayed in Table A-.l9, a number

of dummy variables were created. Default dummy variables measure the

impact on foreclosure of being referred at a part'icular number of months

in default relative to the foreclosure experience of'those persons who

were four or more months in default when referred. Thus, being referred

to counseling when 1 or 2 months in default greatly reduces the likelihood

of foreclosure, and even referral at 3 months is much preferable to four

or more.

City dumrny variables measure foreclosure experience relative to

living in Washington, D. C. The equation suggests the cities can be ranked

in the following order of increased likelihood of default: Washington,

Atlanta, Milwaukee, Oklahoma City. This variable should be interpreted

more as a reflection of market conditions than of counseling agency

effecti veness .

Household structure dummy variables are measured relative to husband-

wife headed households. Being a female head of household decreases the

likelihood of foreclosure. This may be due to more extensive screening

of female heads of households.

Race dummy variables are measured relative to non-minority white

mortgagors. Although not statistically significant, being a m'inority

mortgagor appears to increase the likelihood of foreclosure.
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November'1975 Supplement

The data presented in the prev'io:rs sect'ions rely oR a survey of

mortgage payment status conducted in:vlay 1974. As pointed out'in the

caveats section,'in most cases this meant look'ing at the change in the

mortgagor's status over a period of less than l2 months, and we were

concerned that the time span from the beg'inn'ing to the end of the

period of observation for each mortgagor may have been too brief to

show the true effects of counseling. For this reason, mortgagees were

resurveyed to find out the mortgage payment status for the same mortgagors

as of February 1975.

Th'is section sunmarizes the results of the resurvey effort. Two

questions are considered. First, we explore how successful counseling

js over the longer term, by repeating the analysis in the previous

sectjons with the February 1975 data. Second, we look at the change in

the impact of counseling from the first survey to the second to see'if

the differences observed are significant.

Resurvey Resul ts. In the analysis of resuryey data, we confine

ou: selves to the comparison between mortgagors referred and mortgagors

not referred to counseling (comparison A) and the comparison between

mortgagors referred to counseling and mortgagors counseled (Comparjson B).

The same matched pairs were used, and the only change in the methodology

previously described was to substitute the February data on mortgage

status.

There was a problem with missing data on the resurvey; mortgagees

reported that they had no records on certain mortgagors, although they

had provided data in the May 1974 survey. There appear to be three

contrjbuting explanations for this situation: the mortgagee sold the

-
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mortgage; the mortgagor was foreclused and the mortgagee had eliminated

the mortgage record from the filesr rnd mortgagee oversight. In cases

where the May 
.l974 survey indicated the mortgage was foreclosed yet the

February .l975 survey indicated no record. the mortgage was assumed

foreclosed. Otherwise, the matched pair was eliminated from the analysis.

One large lender indicated in the February survey that a number of

mortgages were "paid". Since some of these mortgages were listed as

foreclosed in the May survey, it was assumed that this mortgagee meant

paid by HUD. Consequently, al'l mortgagors served by this mortgagee and

Iisted as "paid" were assumed to have been foreclosed.

Table S-l compares foreclosure rates for those mortgagors referred

to and not referred to counseling, for both the May and February surveys.

As can be seen, the percentage of mortgagors foreclosed increased over

time for both the not referred (50% to 60%) and the referred ( 27% to 43%)

groups. Because the percent of referred mortgagors foreclosed increased

more rapidly, the difference in outcomes decreased fron 24 percentage

points to l6 percentage points.

When looking at the confidence intervals on the difference, there is

no reason to alter the previously reached conclusion that counseling

appears to reduce the rate of foreclosure of defaulting mortgagors.

Despite the fact that the difference observed is smaller, the confjdence

interval (+8/+25) does not include zero.

Table S-2 presents the findings of the February 1975 survey in graphic

form, showing how many fewer families in the referred group have been

foreclosed upon, and how many more are current.

-
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Table S-l Forec I osure Rates Com ari son A

Defaulting Mortnuno.i.I!trReferred to Counsel ing

Defaulting MortgaEors Referred to Counseling

Percentage
Forecl osed )

5/74 2/7s

Among Mortgagors Not Refemed

Among Mortgagors Referred

Difference I

Confidence Interval 0n The Difference 2

50%

27

+24

+ 16l+ 3l

60%

43

+ 16

+ B/+ 25

Number of matched pairs: .l23 in 5/74. lll in 2/75.

I Positive numbers indicate counseling success.
estimate of the impact that a large counselin
conducted under the same conditions that prev
studied. The number on this line may not exa
two lines, because of rounding.

Number shown 'is a point
g program would have, if
a'iled in the four cit'ies
ctly agree with the first

2 One can be confident at the 90% confidence level that the difference which
would appear in a potential 'larger counsel'ing program conducted under
the same conditions wou'ld be more than the lower limit shown. Alternatively,
one can be confident at the 90% confidence level that the difference
would be less than the upper limit shown. These are one-sided 90%
confidence interval s.

-
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TABLE S-2, MORTGAGORS' STATUS, FEBRIJARY I975

NOT

REFERRED REF ERRE D

37%21%

RENTCUR CURRENT

IN DEFAULT

FORECLOSED

20%

rn orrRdlr
I

I ronrclodEo

60%

20%

43%

f
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Table S-3 presents a more detailr:d comparison of the referred and

not referred groups (Comparison A). It is similar jn format to Table 4

(page 17) but'includes data from both the May and February mortgage

status surveys.

Table S-4 conta'ins similar data on Comparison B, which compares

mortgagors not referred to counseling to mortgagors counseled. Table S-4

is comparable to Table 5, page 19.

Analysis of the Difference. The rate of foreclosure for the

referred group increased by 13 percentage points (27% to 43%) while the

rate for the not referred group increased by l0 percentage points (50% to

60%). Likewise, each group experienced a decline in the percentage of

mortgages current - for those referred the drop was 3 percentage points

(24% to 21%) and for those not referred it was 5 percentage points (42%

to 37%). In each case however the difference between the two groups in

February .l975 is within the intervals estimated from the original data.

There are thus not substantial differences between the .l974 
and 

.l975

findings. However, the .l975 findings should be considered more accurate

as indications of the longer term impact of counseling.

j
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Table S-3, Comparison A

Default'ing Mortgagors Not Referred to Counseling
Vel^su s

Defaulting Mortgagors Referred to Counseling

COMPARISON OF SUCCESSFUL OUICOMES

rD
Percentage
Current

Percentage Better Off
Now Than When

Initially Reported I

?

5 74

42%

24

+ 18

2 75

37%

21

+ 16

5 74 2 75

46%

33

+ 13

Among Mortgagors Referred

Among Mortgagors Not Referred

Difference 2

Confidence Interval 0n The
Difference 3

54%

37

+17

+ 10/+ 25 + 9/+ 24 + 9/+ 25 + 4/+ 21

COMPARISON OF UNSUCCESSFUL OUTCOMES

Percentage
Fo rec I os ed

Percentage Worse Off
Now Than When

Initjal 1y Reported
5/74 2/75

4

s/74 2/7s

Among Mortgagors

Among Mortgagors

Difference 2

Itlot Referred

Referred

50%

27

+24

60%

43

+ 16

63%

50

+ 13

59%

37

+23

Confidence Interval 0n The
Di fference 3 + 16l+ 3t + 8/+ 25 + l5l+ 3t + 4/+ 21

Nu,!'ber of matched pairs: 123 in 5/74, Ill in 2/75

I n,o.t!ugo., now current plus niortgagors still delinquenr but fcHcr payncnts behind than v,/herr they wcre first
reported to liUD.

2 Posjtive numbers indicate counseling success. Nurnber shown ls a point estimate of the inlpact that a large
counseling program would have. if conducted under the same conditions that prevailed in the four cities studjed.
The nurrrber on this line nay not exactly agree w'ith the first two'lines, becau5e of rounding.

3 Onc can bc cor:liclent at the gOL confidence level that the difference which wo-ld appear in a potentjal larger
counscling program conducted under the s,rnre condltions would bc rnore than the lower'limit shov,n. Alternatively,
one can be confioent at the 909 confidence level that the difference rrould be less than the upper Iimit sho*n.
These are one-sided 90% confidence intervals.

4 Ho.tgugo., now foreclosed plus mortgagors more payments behlnd than when they were flrst 1gp9r'1a6 to HUD.
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Table S-4, Cornparison B

Defaulting Mortgagors Not P-eferred To Counseling
Versu s

Defaul t'ing Mortgagors Counseled

COMPARISON OF SUCCESSFUL OUTCOMES

Percentage
Cu rrent

Percentage Better Off
Now Than When

Initially Reported I

s/74 2/75
a

517 4 ?/7s

Mortgagors Counseled

Mortgagors Not Referred

Difference 2

Confidence Interval 0n The
Difference 3

33%

22

+ ll

53%

38

+ 15

40%

27

+ 13

44%

33

+ ll

+ {/+ 22 + 2/+ Z0 + 6/+ 25 + 1/+ ?1

COMPARISON OF UNSUCCESSFUL OUTCOMES

Percentage
Current

Percentage lnlorse 0ff
Now Than When

Initial 1y Reported 4

5 74

49%

30

+ 19

5

60%

44

+ 16

74 75

Mortgagors Not Referred

Mortgagors Counseled
,

Difference '

Confidence Interval 0n Th
Di ff erence

57%

40

+17

62%

52

+ l0

t5 
+ g/+ 28 + 6l+ 26 + B/+ 27 91+ 20

Number of nratched pairs: 86 in 5/74. 81 in 2/75

I Hor,gugo., now current plus rortgagors still deljnquent but fewer pa)4rrent behind than lvhen they were f.irst
reported to llUD

2 Positive nunrbers ind'icate counseling'success. tlurnber shown is a point est'inEte of the impact that a Iarge
counseling program would have, lf conducted under the same conditioos that prevalled ln the four cities studied.
This l ine n,ay not exactly agree with the first tw,l lJnes, because of rounding.

3 Orr-'.un be confident at the 90: confidence level ihat the difference which r,rould appear in a potential larger
coun':eling progrorr conductcd under r.he same. conditions would be nrore than thc lower linit shown.. Alternative)y,
one can be confident a[ the 90I confidence level that the difference would be less than the upper iimit shown, ,
These are one-sied 901 confidence intervals.

4 Mortgagors now foreclosed plus mortgagors rore payments behind than Hhen they were flrst reported to HUo



l

i

'f
I
i

332.72 H68cou Srudy c.2

Counseli-ng for Delinquent
Mortgagors

lilllIllilililil]tIilIililt

HUO TIBBABY

T 15618

DATE DUE

SEP I ? t93C

HIGHSMITH LO.45230


